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AEF comments on proposals to amend Article 4 
of the 2020 Order and to modify Article 54 of the 
Monitoring and Reporting Regulation 2018 in 
relation to aviation biofuel 
 
8th October 2021  
 
 
 
We welcome the opportunity to comment on the Government’s proposal to amend UK ETS 
legislation in order to allow aviation biofuel to be treated as having zero emissions as long 
as it meets the sustainability criteria in the Renewable Transport Fuel Obligation (RTFO). 
 
We don’t support the proposal as it stands. 
 
Our view on aviation SAF, as expressed in some detail in our response to the Government’s 
recent consultation on a proposed mandate for SAF (Sustainable Aviation Fuel), is that: 

• SAF may have a role in helping to decarbonise the aviation sector. 
• More work is needed, however, to establish appropriate LCA (lifecycle analysis) 

values for various fuels against a backdrop of a whole economy shift to net zero; 
avoided emissions should not regarded as emissions reductions. 

• SAF use should be considered a ‘net’ rather than an ‘actual’ emissions reduction 
from aviation, since the CO2 emitted once they are burned in an engine is at least as 
high as from kerosene. 

• The SAFs currently available do not represent a long term, scalable solution to the 
aviation emissions challenge. 

• There is currently a significant risk of overclaiming, including by airlines, about the 
potential for SAFs to decarbonise the sector. 

 
We have also argued that the Government’s Jet Zero scenarios should not have relied on an 
assumption that SAFs deliver 100% emissions savings. 
 
The current proposal, BEIS staff have indicated, has been devised as a ‘stop gap’ measure 
with the aim of incentivising SAF usage while a more nuanced approach is developed. We 
do not accept, however, the argument that 100% emissions reduction is an appropriate stop 
gap assumption. The RTFO sustainability criteria, to which your proposal refers, require a 
GHG reduction of 50% for a fuel to qualify. Since all fuels, then, will need to have 
undertaken an LCA analysis in order to qualify (albeit we would argue that the approach to 
LCA needs to be updated and refined), the claimed emissions reduction for each fuel should 
surely be the value of the emissions credit that is awarded. If for some reason this is not 
possible, then an assumption of 50% (the minimum standard) or of the average GHG 
reduction of qualifying SAFs would be more appropriate ‘stop gap’ figures.  
 
We don’t believe that the UK ETS is the appropriate mechanism for incentivising the 
development of SAF. This should be done through the SAF mandate, with the UK ETS 
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providing an accurate accounting mechanism for CO2 emissions across the economy, and a 
means of delivering our climate goals in a cost-efficient way. Giving SAFs a zero rating would 
fail to do this, since it would under-report on actual emissions, and would allow airlines a 
benefit not accorded to other participating sectors. The aviation sector has a history of 
being given favourable treatment in policy. This has to stop if the sector is to achieve net 
zero.  
 
We strongly support the Government’s decision to include International Aviation and 
Shipping emissions in the sixth carbon budget, as ensuring that aviation emissions are 
accounted for accurately as part of the UK’s net zero trajectory is an important step 
forwards. It is essential, however, that this is done in a way that is fair and robust. Allowing 
SAF a 100% emissions credit would not meet that objective.  
 


